Introduction *
The semantic-pragmatic category specificity, which was introduced in the late 60ies, has recently received a new interest (e.g., Enç 1991 , Abbott 1994 , Farkas 1995 , Mathewson 1999 , Geurts 1999 . However, there is no agreement on the range of phenomena that is related to specificity nor on the very subtle judgements of constructions involving specific NPs. For building a feasible theory of specificity we need (i) a better definition of the referential properties of the linguistic contexts that determine specific readings, and (ii) a list of grammatical implementations of specificity in those contexts. In particular, I will show that accusative case in Turkish is a good indicator for specificity. However, we find more instances of accusative case marking in Turkish than it is predicted by the general approach to specificity, which assumes that specific indefinites are "scopeless", i.e. show always widest scope with respect to other operators. I develop a different approach to specificity according to which specificity indicates that the referent is referentially anchored to another expression, which could be the speaker but also some other expression in the sentence itself.
The concept of specificity was introduced in the late 60ties by transferring the de re-de dicto distinction of definite NPs to indefinite NPs. The contrast is illustrated by example (1), which can be assigned two readings: the specific reading of a monk is motivated by the continuation (1a), while the non-specific reading can be continued by (1b):
(1) Umberto Eco: "I desired to poison a monk." (1a)
He lived in the famous monastery Bobbio in the year 1347. (1b) Therefore, Eco started to write a novel about a monastery.
A specific reading of an indefinite NP is pretheoretically characterized by the "certainty of the speaker about the identity of the referent", "the speaker has the referent in mind", "the speaker can identify the referent", etc. A weaker version of this characterization is that the referent of a specific NP is fixed and that it matters which referent we select out of the set of entities that fulfill the description. It is also generally assumed that specific indefinite are "scopeless" like proper names or demonstratives, i.e. they always show widest scope. Furthermore, the insertion of a certain is assumed to indicate specificity.
(2) Pretheoretical and informal characterization of specificity (i) certainty of the speaker about the identity of the referent (ii) the referent is fixed (iii) specific indefinite NPs are "scopeless", i.e. they behave as if they always have widest scope (iv) specific indefinite NPs can be paraphrased by a certain I will show that this characterization captures only certain cases of specific readings. In the course of this paper I argue that specificity is not based on the characterization (2i) and (2iii), but is rather to be characterized as the property of an NP being referentially anchored: The characterization (2ii) and (2iv) are vindicated in this view.
There are two goals which are closely interconnected: First, I will show that the range of the phenomena that are related to specificity is far broader than generally assumed. Second, I will sketch a new semantic analysis for specific NPs based on a variety of cross-linguistic data. The general method I employ in this paper differs from the established semantic methodology of testing sentences for possible ambiguities. In this paper, I will fix the referential properties of the background and check how the linguistic expressions mirror these properties. In order to control the referential properties, I use the novel The Name of the Rose by Umberto Eco as the background for the sentences under investigations. In comparing the translations of one and the same sentence (in one and the same referential setting), we can illustrate the cross-linguistic implementation of one and the same semantic-pragmatic category (see example (4) below for illustration). Although using translations may cause other problems such as a more poetic style or deviations from unmarked forms in order to match the original text, they are used here to ensure that the examples from different language have a similar referential background.
The paper is organized in the following way: In section 2, I illustrate the comparative semantic method of the paper using the semantic category of "genericity". Furthermore, it will be shown that (i) referential categories encompass a great variety of semantic phenomena, and (ii) that one and the same referential property can be cross-linguistically expressed by different means. The point will be illustrated by quotations from The Name of the Rose. In section 3, I indicate the range of phenomena associated with specificity by mentioning a few examples from different languages. Section 4 gives a summary of the different implementation and illustrates the different grammatical possibilities by comparing translations of a fragment of the novel. In section 5, I sketch the two classical semantic approaches to specificity, the scope theory and the lexical ambiguity theory. The two theories do not cover all the cases of specificity, in particular they cannot describe cases of "relative specificity", which I present in section 6. I develop an indexical theory of specificity which accounts for the various phenomena discussed so far. The basic idea of being anchored is elaborated and discussed by illustration of some examples from the novel. In section 7, I give a short summary.
Referential properties of noun phrases
NPs can express different referential properties in that they have various ways to refer to their referents. The type of referent can vary in multiple ways. Generally, we may distinguish the following semantic pragmatic categories of the way expressions can refer: Languages also differ from each other in the means to express generic readings, as illustrated in (5). Given the context and background of the story, the phrase a monk is to be read generically. This generic reference is implemented in Italian by the definite article in the singular il monaco in (5a), in English by the indefinite article in the singular a monk in (5b), while German uses the indefinite in the plural Mönche in (5c) (note that there is no indefinite article in the plural).
We also see similar differences in the implementation of the predicative function: un uomo (indefinite article and singular), human (no article), and Menschen (no article and plural). 2 1 I cannot give a account of the whole phenomena of genericity (see Carlson & Pelletier 1995) or its cross-linguistic implementation (see Gerstner-Link 1995) . 2 (5) illustrates the method of controlling the referential background via translation and testing the linguistic expression against this background. All three sentences (5a-c) stand in the same referential setting. Even though they refer in the first part by the quite different expressions il monaco, a monk, and Mönche, they continue the second sentence with the same anaphoric plural pronouns they and sie (the Pro-drop language Italian only shows plural agreement on the verb sono). I do not claim that the pronoun them expresses a close anaphoric relation based on binding -it seems to be rather a "pragmatic" pronoun which can refer to some pragmatically salient set of individuals. However, the point is that it is the same referential setting which is reflected in the anaphoric link.
(5a) "Anche il monaco è un uomo," sentenziò Aymaro. Poi aggiunse: "Ma qui sono meno uomini che altrove." (132) (5b) "A monk is also human," Aymaro declared. Then he added, "But here they are less human than elsewhere." (125) (5c) "Auch Mönche sind Menschen", sagte Aymarus sentenziös. Dann fügte er hinzu: "Aber hier sind sie es weniger als woanders."
In the following example, all three languages start with an indefinite article plus the noun in the singular, expressing some general contrast to the behavior of Benno; but then genericity is implemented by the plural definite in Italian (6a), by a plural indefinite (without an article) in English (6b), and by the singular with an indefinite article in German (6c). Again this differs from the examples in (5).
(6a) Un monaco dovrebbe certo amare i suoi libri con umiltà, volendo il ben loro e non la gloria della propria curiosità: me quello che per i laici è la tentazione dell'adulterio e per gli ecclesiastici regolari è la brama di richezze, questa per i monaci è la seduzione della conoscenza. (6b) (The day before, Benno had said he would be prepared to sin in order to procure a rare book. He was not lying and not joking.) A monk should surely love his books with humility, whishing their good and not the glory of his own curiosity; but what the temptation of adultary is for laymen and the yearning for riches is for secular ecclesiastics, the seduction of knowledge is for monks. The preceding examples have illustrated that the encodings of genericity differ from language to language: il monaco, a monk, and Mönche in (5a-c). Moreover, the examples illustrate that a referential category like genericity is implemented in even one language by different grammatical means, such as un monaco in (4a), il monaco in (5a), and i monaci in (6a). This shows that there is no one-toone correlation between a grammatical contrast and a semantic-pragmatic category that expresses a referential property. Therefore, we must consider the following three aspects in order to understand semantic-pragmatic categories, such as genericity or specificity. First, we need enough contextual background, second we need a wide range of linguistic observations, and third we must design a feasible theory. The first ingredient for my analysis of specificity is given by the novel. Second, I present cross-linguistic observations that are related to the pretheoretical concept of specificity in the next two sections. Thirdly, I develop a feasible theory of specificity that is based on the observations presented.
Cross-linguistic observations
As opposed to definiteness, specificity is not morphologically marked in most Indo-European languages. However, there are other kinds of grammatical contrasts that can be related to the referential property of specificity. There are: (i) quasi-universal contrasts, which can be found in most languages; (ii) common contrasts that can be found in many languages; and (iii) grammatical phenomena that are language specific. In the following I will present an example from each group.
Quasi-universal specificity contrasts include the tendency for an indefinite to be (more) specific as more descriptive material is inserted into it, as illustrated in (7):
Everything turns on the theft and possession of a book, which was concealed in the Finis Africae, and which is now there again thanks to Malachi's intervention, [...] (446) Another quasi-universal property of specific indefinites is that they tend to have wide scope, and therefore it is easier to establish anaphoric links to them, while non-specific indefinites depend much more on discourse domains and they interact with the scope of operators like negation. This is illustrated by the (8) where the non-specific indefinite (in the plural) chickpeas, ceci, Kirchererbsen in the question (i) and in the negated sentence (ii-iii) cannot serve as antecedents. Therefore, the expression has to be repeated in (iv), while in the second sentence of the contribution in (iv-v) they can be referred to by anaphoric pronouns them, li, sie. 3 3 Nick Asher and Paul Portner pointed out to me that the anaphoric relation between chickpeas in the imperative (iv) and the pronouns they in the following declarative sentence is quite complex: While the indefinite chickpeas is existential, the pronouns depends on a generic or habitual operator and therefore cannot be (dynamically) bound by the antecedent.
(8a)i ii iii iv v
Hai ceci?" La domanda, diretta a me, mi sorprese. "No, non ho ceci,", dissi confuso.
"La prossima volta portami dei ceci. Li tengo in bocca vedi la mia povery bocca senza denti, cinché non si ammollano tutti." It is quite common that modality may co-occur with specificity: For example, the subjunctive or conjunctive of an embedded clause strongly suggests that an indefinite is to be understood as non-specific. This is illustrated in example (9):
Peraltro parlava sempre di cose così buone e sagge che era come se un monaco ci leggesse le vite dei santi. (35) (9b) For that matter, he spoke always of things so good and wise that it was as if a monk were reading to us the lives of the saints. (27) (9c) Doch er [William] sprach stets so klug und erbaulich, daß es war, als läse ein Mönch aus den Viten der Heiligen vor. (41) A language specific implementation of specificity is found in Turkish (Kornfilt 1997, 219ff ). Turkish does not have a definite article, while it has the indefinite article bir, which is derived from the numeral bir, but which differs in distribution. The direct object can be realized by the absolut(ive) without case endings or by the accusative with the case ending -I. The schematic translation for a direct object with a case marker, like kitabı in (10a), is a definite NP in English, while a direct object without the case marker and with the indefinite article is translated as in indefinite NP, as in (10b). This means that the case marker by its own marks specificity, rather than definiteness (otherwise it could not be combined with the indefinite article). 4 4 Albert Ortmann (p.c.) pointed out that it is not the "double articulation" (Plank to appear), i.e. the combination of the indefinite article with the case marker, that expresses specificity, but the case marker by its own. See Dede (1976) for further conditions on the use of the accusative case marker. In particular, she shows that any direct object must be marked by the accusative case if it is moved out of its preverbal base position.
a book-Acc read-Past-1sg "I read a certain book."
A similar contrast exists for the subject of embedded sentences. The predicate of an embedded sentence in Turkish is a nominalized form that shows agreement with the subject, realized by the possessive marker -I. The subject is realized either as a genitive with the case ending -In (for a specific reading), or as the absolut (for a non-specific reading). (Kornfilt 1997, 219ff, ex. (762)=(11a) ). Note that the non-specific subject tends to be closer to the predicate, while the specific one stands rather at the first position in the sentence.
(11a)
[köy-ü haydut bas-ti -ın]-ı duy-du-m [village-Acc robber raid-Nom-Poss.3sg]-Acc hear-Past-1sg "I heard that robbers raided the village" (11b)
[bir haydut-un köy-ü bas-ti -ın]-ı duy-du-m [a robber-Gen village-Acc raid-Nom-Poss.3sg]-Acc hear-Past-1sg "I heard that a certain robber raided the village"
Grammatical means of marking specificity
In the last section I have given examples of quasi-universal, common and language-particular grammatical means of marking specificity. There are many more ways to indicate specificity, which cannot be listed here for reasons of space. For the time being, we can summarize the observations as follows: 5 
(i) quasi-universal contrasts
Specific indefinites contain more descriptive material (see (7)), they are assumed to be "scopeless", i.e. they behave as if they had widest scope (see discussion below in section 5 for a different view); due to their scope behavior it is easier link anaphoric pronouns to them 6 (see (1) and (12biii)), they can be lexically marked by indefinite pronouns (a certain, certi, ein bestimmter) as in (12bv).
(ii) common contrasts
Specific indefinite are more often found in assertive sentences, while non-specific ones can be found in interrogative or imperative ones (see (8)). Modality is also related to specificity (see (9)). A subjunctive in a relative clause promotes a nonspecific reading of its indefinite head in Italian (and other Romance languages), while the indicative motivates a specific reading, as in (12ai+ii). Specific indefinites are more often found with past than with future tense.
(iii) grammatical phenomena that are language specific
German shows a contrast in negating indefinite NPs: nicht+ein vs. kein. The latter can approximately be used if the indefinite is non-specific. Some languages show case marking (such as Turkish, see (10) and (11), also Persian), or a combination of two articles (Plank to appear). Givón (1978) reports on two indefinite articles in Bemba (Bantu) expressing the contrast between specific and non-specific.
Turkish gives us better diagnostics for specificity than English, Italian or German, since specificity is morphologically marked by case endings. These diagnostics will be used to show that the assumed referential properties (given by the background) do show up in the grammatical implementation. This is illustrated by the following example (12). The context of the novel is that one monk indicates to William of Baskerville (the medieval Sherlock Holms) that he knows something (specific!), but that he is not ready to disclose it: "[. In the English translation the anaphoric pronoun he in (12biii) shows that the indefinite NP a monk is at least not embedded under the NP rumors, but allows anaphoric linkage. This indicates that it has a specific reading. In the Italian original the indicative mood of the relative clause (ha voluto) indicates that the head noun un monaco is specific. This is confirmed by the Turkish translation, where the subject bir rahib-in of the embedded sentence that ends in kalkı tı ı shows case marking.
We can further note that the Turkish translation bir kitabı for the Italian qualcosa or English something in line (ii) is marked as specific. The specificity of this NP is confirmed by the setting of the novel: Malachi (the librarian) can only refuse to give something to the monk if the monk had asked for a specific thing. In Italian, the predicate aveva voluto in the relative clause is in the indicative, and thus indicating that the head noun qualcosa is specific. In English, the relative clause modifying something contains the proper name Malachi, which again is a good indication that the indefinite pronouns is linked to the referent of that proper name. In comparing the three languages, it is obvious that Turkish marks specificity obviously, while we have to look for subtle indicators in English or Italian.
Reconstructing specificity by constructing theories
The classical reconstruction of the contrast between specific and non-specific indefinite NPs was formulated in terms of a scope interaction between the indefinite NP and other operators. In this view, the two readings of (1), repeated as (13), are paraphrased as (13a) where the existential quantifier has scope over desire, yielding the specific reading; and as (13b) with narrow scope for the indefinite yielding the non-specific reading:
There is a monk and Umberto Eco desires to poison him.
[spec] (13b) Umberto Eco desires that there is a monk such that he poisons him. [non-spec] In the following I present two of the problems with this configurational analysis of specificity: The first observation concerns island restrictions for quantifier raising, and the second the independence of scope and specificity. Quantifiers in an embedded sentence cannot take scope over a definite NP in the matrix clause. (14) has only the reading (14a) that there is one rumor such that each student had been called before the dean, but the reading (14b) "for each student there is a rumor such that ..." is not available. This is explained by the assumption that quantifiers cannot be raised out of islands like the embedded sentence in (14). However, Fodor & Sag (1982) observe that indefinite NPs can leave such islands, as illustrated in (15). Example 15) can receive a reading (15a) with wide scope of rumor, but also a reading (15b), in which the indefinite takes scope over the rumor. Fodor & Sag (1982) come to the conclusion that indefinite NPs can receive two different readings via two indefinite articles with the same surface form: an existential or non-specific article a e , and a referential or specific article a r .The referential article applied to the common noun forms a referential indefinite NP, which is "scopeless" like proper names or deictic expressions. Such expression behave as if they have always widest scope. The existential article is represented as the existential quantifier, which can be raised like the universal quantifier. The existential reading, however, does not allow for quantifier raising out of islands, providing only the narrow scope reading (15a).
Fodor & Sag's lexical ambiguity theory of indefinites makes a clear prediction about cases with more then one operator besides an indefinite that is embedded in a scope island, as in (16). (16) is predicted to have only two readings: the reading (16a), where the indefinite takes scope over the two other operators since it receives a referential or specific reading, and the reading (16b) with narrow scope with respect to both other operators licensed by the existential article. However, there should be no reading like (16c), the so called "intermediate" reading, since it would be neither specific ("only widest scope") nor existential (since the indefinite cannot leave the island). The prediction is borne out be the intuition to example (16): (16) Each teacher overheard the rumor that a student of mine had been called before the dean. Contrary to this observation, Farkas (1981) and later others (e.g., Abusch 1994, Geurts 1999) have observed that there are examples with the same structure as (16) that allows for an intermediate reading, as in (17). The indefinite NP some condition can take scope over three arguments and under each student. That is, the sentence has a reading where for each student, there is some condition such that the student should find three arguments against this condition. Thus the lexical ambiguity theory of specificity faces serious obstacles, which are not easy to overcome. 7
(17) Each student has to come up with three arguments that show that some condition proposed by Chomsky is wrong. (17a) each student .... some condition ... three arguments ("intermediate reading")
Relative specificity
The second problem for the scope (as well as the lexical ambiguity) theory of specificity are cases in which the specificity seems not to relate to the speaker or the context of utterance, but to some other element in the sentence. Higginbotham (1987, 64) illustrates this by the examples (18) and (19) "In typical cases specific uses are said to involve a referent that the speaker 'has in mind.' But this condition seems much too strong. Suppose my friend George says to me, 'I met with a certain student of mine today.' Then I can report the encounter to a third party by saying, 'George said that he met with a certain student of his today,' and the 'specificity' effect is felt, although I am in no position to say which student George met with."
George: "I met a certain student of mine" (19) James: "George met a certain student of his." Hintikka (1986) had made a similar observation in his discussion of the expression a certain. He shows in (20) that the specific indefinite a certain woman can receive narrow scope with respect to the universal quantifier and still be specific: it is a specific woman for each man. Hintikka suggest that the specific indefinite NP is to be represented by a Skolem-function that assigns to each man the woman who is his mother. With Farkas (1997) we can describe the dependency of the specific NP a certain woman from the universal quantifier every man by the concept of "co-variation:" The referent for the specific indefinite covaries with the referent for man. In other words, once the reference for man is fixed (during the process of interpreting the universal quantifier), the reference for the specific indefinite is simultaneously fixed.
(20) According to Freud, every man unconsciously wants to marry a certain woman -his mother. (Hintikka 1986) These observations motivate a revision of the pre-theoretical description of specificity as the "certainty of the speaker about the referent". It was shown that a specific indefinite NP need not depend on the speaker or the context of utterance, it can also depend on other linguistic entities like the universal quantifier every man in (20) or on the proper name George in (19). In the following I assume that specificity marks that the specific expression is referentially anchored to another expression, rather than "absolutely" related to the speaker. With this view, we can now go back to some of the earlier examples and account for their specificity in terms of referential anchoring. In example (12), repeated as (21), we had the impression that the indefinite pronoun something is specific, which was confirmed by the accusative case marker in the Turkish translation. At that stage of description, we had no means to account for this, and the generally given description of specificity did not allow for this since the referent is not "known by the speaker" or "identified by the speaker" (if we take the writer of the book as the speaker). However, in the new approach we can referentially anchor the indefinite pronoun to the expression a monk. The Turkish translation (21b) marks the specific indefinite bir kitabı by the accusative case. Example (22) shows that the anchor bir rahip for the specific indefinite bir kitabı can be itself non-specific, as is indicated by the conditional form of the verb isterse. Specificity expresses the dependency of the reference of one term on the referent of another term. This view generalizes the pre-theoretical idea of "the certainty of the speaker towards the referent" in at least two dimensions: first it is not only the speaker who can act as anchor for a specific expression, and second the relation between the anchor and the specific expression is not described by any mental relation like "certainty" or "ability to identify" etc. I assume that these notions are not part of linguistic description or theory proper. The anchoring relation rather expresses that the reference of the specific expression is determined by the reference of another expression. One instance was example (20), where the referent of the specific a woman covaries with the referent of man. In (17), repeated as (23), the referent of the specific indefinite some condition can either be anchored to the speaker yielding wide scope, or to the student yielding intermediate scope, or to three argument yielding narrow scope.
(23) Each student has to come up with three arguments that show that some condition i proposed by Chomsky is wrong. Often the speaker is the anchor for a specific expression. In that case the specific NP receives the same scope as the speaker, namely widest scope with respect to any other operator, which is equivalent to the pre-theoretical view. However, in cases like (20)- (22) the specific expression depends on a different expressions, but not on the speaker, and therefore it does not have widest scope. For example, on one reading the specific indefinite bir kitabı in (22) is specific with respect to the monk, but does not receive scope over the conditional.
Example (24) 9 involves several possible anchors: The speaker William, the hearer Jorge, the person they talk about, Malachi, and the two persons mentioned in the sentence. Thus, in principle the indefinite a book from the Finis Africae could be anchored to each of them. However, the setting of the novel strongly suggests that Malachi had not known the identity of the book for most of the time. So it seems more likely that the specific indefinite is anchored to Berengar (or Severin). We reconstruct the anchoring by assuming that any NP introduces an anchor and that an indefinite NP receives an additional index that must be linked to an accessible anchor. Now we can represent sentence (24) 9 The sentence is uttered during the show-down at the end of the novel (night of the seventh day). The two main protagonists, William of Baskervill and Jorge de Burgos, are meeting in the secret room of the library, the famous "Finis Africae", and William gets a hold of the book the story is about. The two men report to each other their reconstruction of the events in the monastery and try to show that each of them was intellectually ahead of the other. In this context they utter the sentence (i) which I simplified to (24) 
Summary
I argued that the pretheoretical characterization of specificity as (i) certainty of the speaker about the identity of the referent, (ii) the referent is fixed, (iii) specific indefinite NP is "scopeless", and (iv) specific indefinite NPs can be paraphrased by a certain, can only describe a restricted set of specific expressions. I presented cross-linguistic implementations of specificity that clearly extended the range described by the mentioned characterization. In particular, the Turkish accusative case ending marking specificity is used in a broader way. In explaining this use and by accounting for the scope behavior of specific indefinites, the so-called cases of "relative specificity", I developed a new theory of specificity. Specificity expresses a referential relationship between two referential expressions: The reference of a specific expression depends on the "anchor" expression. Once the reference for the anchored is determined, the reference for the specific term is also determined. Thus the scope behavior of specific expression can explained on this line.
